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REMARKS 

The Office Action of July 12, 2005, considered and rejected claims !l|46. Claims 1-46 
were rejected unier 35 U.S.C. 112. first paragraph, as foiling to comply v&\ i the enablement 
requirement, as t le claims allegedly contain contains subject matter which wa ; not described in 
the specification i n such as to enable one skilled in the art of which it pertainsj < t with which it is 
most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. Claims 1-46 were : ejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, sectnd paragraph, as being indefinite for foiling to particular 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regaids as the invention. ( :iaims 1-46 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lalwaney (J.S. Patent No. 
6,289,377). 1 

By thispa^er, claims 1, U, 12, 14, 22, 24, 25, 43, and 45 have been amended. Claims 13 
and 42 have been cancelled, and claim 47 has been added. 2 Accordingly, following this paper, 
claims 1-12, 14-4J and 43-47 are pending. Of these, claims 1, 22, 25, 43, anc 45 are the only 
independent claimfe at issue. 
1. Abstract Content 



The Examiner has requested a new Abstract which more aptly describes the claimed 
invention. An amended Abstract of the Disclosure is provided above. Particu arly, in light of 



Although thepnor at t status and some of the assertions made with regard to the cited art is not jetug challenged at 
this ttrne, Applicants reserve the right to challenge the prior art status and assertions made with regard to the cited 
art, as well as any official notice, which was taken in the last office action, at any appropriate time in the future, 
should the need arisd, such as, for example in a subsequent amendment or during prosecution of a related 
applicauoa Accordingly, Applicants' decision not to respond to any particular assertions or rej« stions in this paper 
should not be construed as Applicant acquiescing to said assertions or rejections. 

2 Support for the claim amendments and new claim, including amendments related to automat cally, and without 
user mtervenuon pushing an identifier representative of the services consumer modules will consi ime, and providing 
an automated request vHthout user intervention are clearly supported by paragraphs ,0012] and [( 052], among otoct 
passages throughout thjj specification. Amendments related to providing configuration informal] on associated with 

SiZi! P T d C- are . ClC f lIy SUPP °J^ by P«Wh [0058] and [0070], among other |p Usages throughout 
the specificauon. Accordingly, „ is respectfully submitted that the amendments to the pending claims do not add 
new mater, and entry thereof is respectfully requested. 

i 
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the amended Abstract of the Disclosure, Applicants respectfully submit thatj flie content of the 
Abstract of the Disclosure is proper. 

! ! 

2. Rejections u nder 35 U.S.C. S 1 12. first paragraph 



Claims 1-46 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first 

.1 
t 

"claim(s) contain jsubject matter which was not described in such a way as to 



paragr iph, because the 

i 

[enable one skilled 

in the art to whicfe it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to nia ce and/or use the 

invention." Office Action, page 2. Applicants respectfully traverse. 
I 

a. \ Prima Facie Case of Lack of Enablement 

j , 
As recitediin M.P.E.P. § 2164.04, the burden falls initially on the Exanjii 

I i 

reasonable basis to question the enablement provided for the claimed inventioh 

i 

test to determine enablement has been expressed as "whether one reasonabljf 
could make or usej the invention from the disclosures in the patent coupled wild 
known in the art without undue experimentation." U.S. v. Telectronics, Inc., &5 
8 USPQ2d 1217, 1223 (Fed. Or. 1988); M.P.E.P. 2164.01, 8 th ed. Rev. 2 
the Examiner's analysis and conclusion rests on the accepted legal test for enab 
provide a reasonable basis to question the enablement provided for the c 

When a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, is made, trie 

j 

construe the claims and provide a reasonable explanation as to why the sc 



provided by a clairii is not adequately enabled by the disclosure. M.P.E.P. § 21jS 

such a construction of claim terms, the Examiner should examine the evideijc 

; i 

determine whether [the enablement standard is met. The Examiner's examinatid 

i 

i the following factors, as identified in M.P.E.P. §§ 21 64,01 (a() 



should be based on 



(A) The breadth of the claims; 

(B) The natpre of the invention; 
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(C) The state of the prior art; 

(D) The level of one of ordinary skill; 

(E) The l^vel of predictability in the art; 

(F) The amount of direction provided by the inventor; 

(G) The e; cistence of working examples; and 

(H) The qja&ntity of experimentation needed to make or use the invasion based on the 
content of the disclosure. 



Each of these identified factors, and the evidence related to each, must 



be considered by 



the Examiner in drawing his conclusions. MP.E.P. § 2164.01(a), If the Rdaniner determines 



language in the 
the Examiner to 



that the evidence as a whole leads to a conclusion of lack of enablement, tht 
Office Action shpuld focus on these "factors, reasons, and evidence that lead 
conclude that the specification fails to teach how to make and use the claimed i ivention without 
undue experimentation » M.P.E.R § 2164.04 (emphasis in original). 

Despite the legal standard of undue experimentation, and clear focus aJmRRP. places 
on examining the specification in light of whether it enables a person of ordinir ' skill to practice 
the claimed invention without undue experimentation, Applicants note that tie Office Action 
fails to, in even ai single occurrence, discuss undue experimentation, in partii ;ular, the Office 
Action fails to address any of the previously identified factors, including whethe ■ any quantity of 
experimentation wiould be necessary by a person of ordinary skill in the art, aj id fails to detail 
any conclusion that the claimed invention could be practiced only after unreasonable or undue 

experimentation bjf a person of ordinary skill in the art. 

i 

Instead, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has relied on arj erroneous legal 
standard to determine enablement. For example, the Examiner has rejected Claiu is 1-46 are non- 
enabled for "failing "to disclose how exactly the system identifies and retrieve the particular 
configuration information associated with the services the particular consult module will 
consume by using an email address, a portion or the domain thereof." Office [Action, page 2 
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(emphasis added). Undue experimentation — not exactness — is the le^al standard for 
determining whether a disclosure is enabling. 

The Examiner's exactness standard would allow a finding of enablembi it only where the 
specification effectively allows practice of the claimed invention without any experimentation. 
However, the 'lest for enablement is not whether any experimentation is necess ary, but whether, 



if experimentation is necessary, it is undue." In re Angstadt, 537 R2d 498, 5014 
219 (CCPA 1976); MP.E.P. § 2164,01. 

Because the legal standard for enablement is based on whether a claiin 



190USPQ214, 



?d invention can 



be practiced only after undue experimentation, Applicant respectfiitly submits It Lat the Examiner 



for the claimed 
vrima facie case 

notes that, with 



has not supplied a reasonable basis to question the enablement provided 
invention. Accordingly, the Examiner has not met his burden of establishing a 
of lack of enablement. See M.P.E.P. § 2165,05. 

In support of the rejection for lack of enablement, the Examiner also 
respect to claims 1-46, the "specification fails to disclose the relationship betwe ai Figures 1-5 
Office Action, page 3. Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's I a rgument is also 
insufficient to establish a prima facie case of lack of enablement. 

At most, the Examiner asserts that the specification fails to disclose essential 
relationships between components. However, should an examiner conclude tlbf t information is 
missing about one or more essential parts or relationships between parts or 
examiner should also "specifically identify what information is missing an^ wth / one skilled in 
the art could not supply the infoimation without undue experimentation ." MP E.R § 2164.04 
(emphasis added). Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to identify any 
reason why any allegedly missing information could not be supplied by one havtr g ordinary skill 
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i ailed to meet the 



provided for the 
fully request that 
S.C. § 112, first 



f enablement, no 
However, out of 



in the art without undue experimentation. Accordingly, the Examiner has 
initial burden of establishing & prima facie case of lack of enablement. 

Accordingly, and for at least these reasons, the Applicants respectfiilir submit that the 
Examiner has failed to provide a reasonable basis to question the enablemen 
claimed invention. For each of the reasons provided above, Applicants respejc 
the Examiner withdraw the rejection of claims 1-12 and 14-46 under 35 l|j 
paragraph. 

a. Merits of the Rejection 

Because the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of lack) c 
responsive arguments are necessary from Applicants. See M.P.E.P. § 2165.051 
an abundance of caution, Applicants also address the merits of the Examii^r's rejection of 
claims 1-12 and 14-46 based on 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph. 

On page 2 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-46 as ieing based on a 
disclosure that is not enabling. Specifically, the Examiner stated that disclosur > is not enabling 
because "[t]he specification fail[s] to disclose how the configuration informatio i as received by 
consumer modules would reduce the amount of configuration information manju illy entered by a 
user." The Applicants, however, respectfully disagree. 

As previously noted, the underlying standard to determine enablement is based on 
whether the specification teaches those skilled in the art how to make and use 1 he full scope of 
the claimed invention without undue experimentation. See M.P.E.P. 2164.01. Fi rther, "[a]ll that 
is necessary is that one skilled in the art be able to practice the claimed invention 
of knowledge and skill in the art." M.P.E.P. § 2164.08. 



given the level 
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Turning to the specification as filed, ample guidance is provided to 
ordinary skill in the ait to enable the person having ordinary skill in the art tc 
configuration information as received by the consumer modules would reduce 
information manually entered by a user, thereby allowing practice of the invention 
experimentation. For example, the Background and Relevant Art states: 



[configuring a computer system to use a network service often requires a user to 
manually enter multiple configuration parameters that are associated with the 
network service. For example, when configuring electronic mail, a user nay need 
to manually enter the identity of an incoming electronic mail server, an outgoing 
electronic mail server, an electronic mail domain, a type of electroiai|: mail, a 
username, and a password. 

Specification, J 3. The Detailed Description of the Preferred Embodiments goe s on to note that 
configuration information, such as that for electronic mail, may be stored in a se irchable table or 
database. See, e.g. Specification, fl| 42-43, 46. This stored information can 
provided to a consuming computer system. Id. Once provided to the consuming computer 
system: 



ftjhe modules that consume the services receive the accessed configuration 
information. This may include a consuming computer system autoi laticallv 



a person having 
understand how 
the amount of 
without undue 



je accessed and 



populating fields in a form, which would otherwise be populated bv man 



of confTfliira tion information 
Specification, % 14 (emphasis added). 

Clearly, therefore, the act of receiving the accessed configuration 
include, for example, automatic population of the configuration information in 
entry of the same. In view of the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit ttia I: 
when reading the specification, those skilled in the art would understand tba 



lal entry 



information can 
lieu of manual 
it is clear that 
receipt of the 
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configuration by a consumer module can include, for example, automatic po dilation of fields, 
thereby reducing at least manual entry of configuration infonnation by a user. 

The Examiner further stated that disclosure does not enable claims I- US because "[t]he 
specification fails to disclose how exactly the system identifies and retrieves the particular 
configuration infonnation with the services the particular consumer module will consume by 
using an email address, [or] a portion o[f) the domain thereof and "how configuration 
infonnation is retrieved using identifier, email address or domain, etc." Office Action, pages 2- 
3. The Applicants respectfully traverse. 

Applicants respectfully note that independent claims 1, 22, 25, 42, 43 and 45, and the 
dependent claims thereon, do not recite "identifying] and retrievfing]" t le configuration 
infonnation associated with the services the consumer module will consume by using an email 
address or a portion of the domain thereof Notably, claims 1 and 43, rec 
computer program product "accessing the configuration infonnation resulting 
Claims 22 and 42 recite steps for providing configuration information, and c 
recite "automatically, and without user intervention, causing identification >f configuration 
information associated with the one or more services that will be consumed." Moreover, these 
features are fully supported by an enabling disclosure. 

For example, the Applicant respectfully refers the Examiner to parag :aphs 73-83, on 
pages 26-30. In the identified paragraphs, the specification specifically identifi as an exemplary 
routing in the Extensible Markup Language ("XML") which can be used to identify 
configuration infonnation associated with an email address, or a portion of a domain thereof 
For at least this reason, claims 1, 22, 25, 42, 43, and 45, and claims 2-21, 23-24, 26-41, 44, and 
46, which depend from therefrom, are supported by a fully enabling disclosure. 



ite a method or 
ijrom the search" 
aims 25 and 45 
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On page 3 of the Office Action, the Examiner acknowledged that Figun 



components recited in the claims." However, the Examiner further noted that tfie claims are not 
enabled because the "specification fails to disclose the relationship between Figures 1-5" and 
particularly the relationship Figures 2, 4, and 5 have with Figures 1 and 3. App licants, however, 
respectfully disagree. 

As noted in the specification, Figure 1, illustrates a "general-purpose co nputer system in 
the form of telephonic device 100" so as to provide a "general descripti< >n of a suitable 
computing environment in which the invention may be implemented." Specifi 
The specification further notes that "each of the computer systems illustrated in 



a general-purpose computer system that includes components similar to ihose previously 



discussed." Specification, H 41. Accordingly, at least one embodiment of the c 



2 shows all '"the 



nation, 1flf 31-32. 
Figure 2 may be 



aimed invention 



is disclosed and which clearly identifies a relationship between the telephonic device 100 in 
Figure 1 as an exemplary general-purpose computer system such as may be used as the 
Consuming Computer System, Requesting Computer System, or Configuration Computer 
System illustrated in Figure 2. 

As to the relationship between Figures 2 and 3, telephonic device 300 anjd laptop 341 are 
specifically identified as exemplary embodiments of a Consuming Coiaputer System. 
Specification, 55-56. Further, a Consuming Computer System may be the same computer 
system as the requesting computer system. See, e.g. Specification, \ 47. A ccordingly, one 
skilled in the art would, without undue experimentation, be able to practice the i 
least telephonic device 300 or laptop 341 acting as the Requesting Computer Sys em. 

Further, servers 361 A-C, and 380 are each discussed as exemplary embodiments of a 
Configuration Computer System. Specification, Hfl 56, 58, 60. Accordingly, for at least the 



lvention with at 
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foregoing reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that the specification identi ies a relationship 
between Figures 2 and 3, and that the claimed invention is enabled as a perse* > having ordinary 
skill in the art could exercise the claimed invention without undue experimental ion. 

Having pointed out exemplary paragraphs of the specification wlich identify the 
relationship between Figures 1 and 3 with Figure 2, Applicants respectfuflJh submit that the 
relationship Figures 1 and 3 have to Figures 4 and 5 is also clear to a person ha\ ing ordinary skill 
in the art. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the specification p -ovides sufficient 
disclosure of the relationship between Figures 1-5 so as to permit one having or linary skill in the 
art to make and use the claimed invention without undue experimentation. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that it is clear f lat one skilled in 
the art, when reading the specification, would understand how to make and ise the methods, 
computer systems, and computer program products of the claimed invention. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request that the rejections of claims 1-12 and 14-46 ui der 35 ILS.C. § 
1 12, first paragraph, be withdrawn. 

3, Rejections under 35 U.S.C. S 112. second parag raph 

Claims 1-46 were also been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second para* raph, as being 
indefinite for "failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject nu tter which 
applicant regards as the invention. " Office Action, page 3. 

In particular, claim 1 was rejected for: (1) having "no functional relation: hip between the 
method steps," including "steps 1 and 2." In response, Applicants respectfully i tote that claim 1 
does not recite "steps", but recites a method comprising various acts. Nonetheless, claim 1, 
particularly as amended, clearly identifies that that causing a search fcr configuration 
information (i.e. act 2) is associated with the services represented by the identify x representative 
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of services the consumer modules will consume (i.e. act 1). Applicants ther rfore respectfully 
request that the rejection of claim 1 and, any claims dependent thereon, be with Irawn. 

Applicants respectfully note that the Examiner has not specifically ider tified any "steps' 
or acts in any dependent claims, or in independent claims 22, 25, 42, 43, an< 
functional relationship. Nevertheless, Applicants submit that claims 22, 25 
particularly as amended, recite acts and steps with the clarity necessary to part cularly point out 
and distinctly claim the subject matter which the Applicants regard as their inve ition. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected those claims "directed 
identifier including [a] portion of an email address or domain thereof and 



configuration information associated with the services the consumer modules x ill consume" for 



45 which lack a 
42, 43, and 45, 



to accessing an 
i earching for the 



ar configuration 



not describing "how exactly the system identifies and retrieves the partial 
information associated with the services the particular consumer module will coi lsume by using a 
portion of an email address." Office Action, page 3. Presumably, the Examine: refers to claims 
2-5, which depend from independent claim 1. Applicants respectfully traverse tl le rejection. 

As noted in ihe MP.E.P., "[t]he examiner's focus during examination of claims for 
compliance with the requirement for definiteness of 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph is 
whether the claim meets the threshold requirements of clarity and precision, n>t whether more 
suitable language or modes of expression are available." MP.E.P. § 2173.02. Further, this 
essential inquiry into clarity and particularity must be analyzed in light of: (1) t ie content of the 
specification; (2) the teachings of the prior art; and (3) the claim interpretatio a that would be 
given by one possessing the ordinary skill in the pertinent art. Id 

Therefore, as required in the MP.E.P., the whether claims particular!^ point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter regarded by the Applicants as their invention must be 
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considered in light of the disclosure in the application. As noted above, specification clearly 
describes that configuration information for electronic mail services can bu embedded in a 
searchable database or table. See, e.g. Specification, Iffl 42-43, 46. Further, ar exemplary XML 
routine is described in detail, and in which a portion of an electronic mail address or domain is 
used to allow a system to identify configuration information associated witl the services the 
consumer modules will consume. See. Specification, ^73-83. Applicants therefore respectfully 
submit that the claims directed to accessing an identifier including a portion of i in electronic mail 
address or domain are not indefinite, as a person having ordinary skill in the art would 
understand the metes and bounds of the Applicants* claimed invention. Accoit ingly, Applicants 
respectfully request that the rejection be withdrawn to all such claims, including the rejection of 
at least claims 2-5. 

Independent claims 1, 22, 25, 42, 43, and 45 were specifically rejectee for not showing 
"how the configuration information as received at the consumer modules would reduce the 
amount of configuration information manually entered by a user,** and for there being "no 
recitation as to how die consumer module is configured by the received configuration 
information such that the amount of configuration information manually enftxed by a user is 
reduced." Office Action, pages 3-4. Applicants, however, respectfully disagree 

Applicants respectfully note that breadth of a claim is not equated with i adefiniteness. In 
re Miller, 441 F.2d 689, 169 USPQ 597 (CCPA 1971); M.P.E.P. § 2173.04. 
Examiner believes a claim is not supported by the original description or 
disclosure, a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph is appropriate. M. ?.E.P. § 2173.04. 
Nevertheless, Applicants again note that the specification specifically details that an act of the 
consumer modules receiving accessed configuration information can includ; "automatically 
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populating fields in a form, which would otherwise be populated by manual entry of 
configuration information. " Specification, If 14. Accordingly, Applicants subinit that claims 1, 
22, 25, 42, and 45, and dependent claims 2-21, 23-24, 26-41, 43-44, and 45, which depend 
therefrom, particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject marter whic fi the Applicants 
regard as their invention, and respectfully request that the rejection be withdraw! i. 

In addition, claim 14 was specifically rejected as it was "not seen how the act of 
searching for configuration information is related to an identifier being red rected." Office 



in light of the 



it is ultimately 



Action, page 4. In light of the Examiner's duty to consider indeftnitenes<; 
disclosure, Applicants respectfully refer the Examiner to paragraphs 44-45 of ihe specification. 
As detailed therein, a requesting computer may request a search for configuration information 
that is ultimately received by a configuration computer system. Specification, * 44. The search 
request, however, may not travel directly between the requesting computer and 1 he configuration 
computer system. Id. Instead, the request may pass through one or more remote computer 
systems which cannot satisfy the request, and which redirect the request unti 
received by the configuration computer system. Specification, ^ 45, 60-61 . 

The Applicants respectfully also respectfiilly note that the present application identifies 
that the present invention contemplates the use of different configuration conputer systems, 
where each contains configuration information for different services. Specification, TJ 70. For 
example, a request for electronic mail configuration information and news groi ip configuration 
information may be sent to a configuration computer system containing only electronic mail 
configuration information. Specification, Tf 71. Accordingly, to obtain tie news group 
configuration information, the request may be redirected to one or more servers containing the 
news group configuration information. Id Particularly in light of the identified paragraphs 
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within the originally filed application, and in recognition that the claimed invention can be 
practiced within a distributed computing environment (see, e.g., Specification, flf 30), Applicants 
respectfully submit that the relationship between searching for configuration intimation and the 
redirection of an identifier or search is clear. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that 
the rejection of claim 14 be withdrawn. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that the pending claims 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which the Applicar ts regard as their 
invention. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the rejections of claims 1-12 and 
14-46 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, be withdrawn. 
4. Rejections under 35 U.S.C. 5 103(V> 

Claims 1 and 22 are generally directed to methods in a requesting computer system for 
automatically causing configuration information associated with the servicps of a service 
provider to be received at consumer modules that consume the services, so 
amount of configuration information manually entered by a user. Claim 43 is generally directed 
to a computer program product incorporating the method of claim 1. As amenc cd, claims 1, 22 
and 43 recite that the respective methods comprise an act of, automatically, 2 nd without user 
intervention, pushing an identifier representative of the services the consumer modules will 
consume. This can be useful, for example, to avoid errors which commonly occi ir due to manual 
entry of configuration parameters. Additionally, this automated reception < >f configuration 
information can allow a user to use services such as electronic mail, despite a ack of technical 
expertise in knowing the configuration information which would otherwise be rr anually entered, 
or knowing how to input the configuration information. 



*s to reduce the 
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Claim 25 is directed to a method in a configuration computer 
configuration information for services, for sending configuration information 
or more services, so as to reduce the amount of configuration information man 
user. Claim 45 generally corresponds to a computer program product i 
recited in claim 25. The methods recited in claims 25 and 45 include an act by 
computer system of receiving an automated request for configuration 
with one or more services that will be consumed by consumer modules in a 
system, where the automated request was provided without user intervention. 

Claim 42 is also generally directed to a method in a configuration 
providing configuration information for services, for sending configuija 
associated with one or more services, so as to reduce the amount of confi 

manually entered by a user. The configuration computer system in claim 42, Ih 

s 

configuration information associated with services provided by external service 
Various references were cited in the Office Action to reject the claims 
the Lalwaney reference was used to reject the independent claims at issue. 3 

The Lalwaney reference includes disclosure that appears to describe a 
having a packet processing relay agent (PPRA) which inserts an IP address of 
into a packet sent to a server address of a cable network headend. Lalwaney, 
The packet is created when a user requests Internet access, and the packet is 
cable headend to request initialization of a cable modem. Lalwaney, coL i 



figuirati 



3 Inasmuch as the dependent claims are distinguished over the primary reference of record, for aT 
discussed herein with regard to the independent claims, it is unnecessary to specifically address, tie 
dependent claims. Additionally, as Applicants find the secondary references to he no more relets mt 
reference, ft is unnecessary to specifically address the secondary references. Nevertheless, it will I 
this should not be construed as acquiescing to any characterizations regarding the secondar r 
Instead, Applicants reserve die right to challenge the purported teachings of any of the cited references 
time. 



jystem providing 
a* sociated with one 
lally entered by a 
incorporating the act 
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consuming computer 
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ion information 
ion information 
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However, only 
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, In. 39-48. In 
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ZU 



fails 



intervention, 



All hough 



aid 



present 



response to the request for Internet access, the cable service provider sends 
configuration information for the cable modem to the telephone modem and the 

Lalwaney fails, however, to disclose or suggest the methods, systems, 
program products recited in the pending claims. For example, Lalwaney 
suggest a method which includes an act of automatically, without user 
identifier representative of the services consumer modules will consume, 
appears to disclose a method for attaching an IP address in a packet sent over 
and to a cable headend, with the purpose of receiving an IP address 
information for a cable modem, Lalwaney clearly fails to disclose a metliod 
identifier representative of consumer services is pushed automatically, without 
In fact, Lalwaney teaches away from the method recited in the claims of the 
In particular, Lalwaney notes that the establishing a link between the telephone 
service provider is in response to a user request to access the Internet. Lalwaniy, 
43, 65-67. Accordingly, Lalwaney discloses sending a packet as an initialization 
response to a user request," and fails to disclose or suggest automatically, 
intervention, pushing or receiving an identifier representative of the services 
will consume, as claimed in claims 1, 22, 25, 43, and 45. Consequently, Lalwaney 
obvious the method recited in claims I, 22, 25, 43, and 45 of the present 
in combination with the other recited claim elements. 

Lalwaney further appears to suggest that the packet is sent to, and a 
between, the consumer's computer system and the service provider- Lalwaney, 
Lalwaney fails, however, to teach or suggest a method, in a configuration 
provides configuration information associated with external service 



lnvem ion, 



Bilk 



computer 



IP address and 
PPRA. Id. 
, and computer 
to disclose or 
pushing an 
Lalwaney 
a telephone line 
configuration 
in which an 
user intervention, 
application, 
modem and the 
V col. 5, In. 39- 
request and *1n 
without user 
modules 
fails to make 
, particularly 



and 



consumer ] 



is established 
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the 



suggest ; 



configuration information associated with one or more services, so as to reduce 
configuration information manually entered by a user. In particular, Lalwane^ 
the packet to the "service provider (e.g., ISP)," and obtaining the IP address 
provider. Id. Accordingly, Lalwaney teaches that a service provider provides 
associated configuration information for its own service, and does not teacfi 
computer system that provides configuration information associated with 
providers, as recited in claim 42. Accordingly, Lalwaney fails to disclose or 
a configuration computer system that provides configuration information 
external services providers, for sending configuration information associated 
services. As a result, Lalwaney fails to make obvious the method recited 
present invention, particularly in combination with the other recited claim 

In view of at least the foregoing, it will be appreciated Lalwaney 
obvious the claimed invention. With regard to the foregoing remarks, 
foregoing discussion focused mainly on the independent claims, such that manjr 
of record, such as those made to various dependent claims, have not been 
Nevertheless, it is not necessary that every rejection be traversed inasmuch as 
claims, including the new claims, should now be allowed and distinguish^ 
record, for at least the reasons provided above. Nevertheless, Applicants 
specifically challenge any of the rejections of record, at any appropriate ti 
should the need arise, including any official notice. 

In the event that the Examiner finds remaining impediment to a prompt 
application that may be clarified through a telephone interview, the Examine 
contact the undersigned attorney. 
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